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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to an AMENDMENT made by the Applicant 
entered on August 3, 2006. 

2. The Office Action of April 13, 2006 is incorporated into this Final Office Action by 
reference. 

Status of Claims 

3. Claim 15 has been amended. Claims 1-15 are pending on this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kakefuda in view of Goyal et al (US Patent #5,386,498, referred to as Kakefuda; US 
Patent Application #10/323,570, referred to as Goyal). 

Claims 1 and 15 

Kakefuda teaches a method for generating a new knowledge base (Kakefuda: 
abstract, L1-13; C1, L58-31), the method comprising: receiving a signal that defines 
content to be included in the new knowledge base (Kakefuda: abstract, L6-13; C1, L9- 
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15; C1, L62-68, C2, L1-15; C2, L35-42; Figs. 1 and 6A; Examiner's Note (EN): during 
the inference process, a signal is produced. The content is defined by the data 
extracted from the knowledge bases and external data input); searching for tables within 
an existing database and identifying at least one candidate table that is associated with 
data that may be relevant to the defined content to be included in the new knowledge 
base (Kakefuda: C3, L34-44; C3, L61-65; C5, L25-36; C6, L45-51; Fig. 2; EN: 
searching the program modules to extract the necessary knowledge base modules is 
the same as searching for tables. Tables can be considered as dividing the Knowledge 
base into modules). 

Kakefuda does not teach determining at least one candidate application 
programming interface (API) for each candidate table; assessing combinations of the 
identified at least one candidate table and the determined at least one candidate API 
and selecting therefrom a master table and a master API for the new knowledge base; 
and generating the new knowledge base that is accessible by more than one application 
program within an integrated system. 

Goyal teaches determining at least one candidate application programming 
interface (API) for each candidate table (Goyal: abstract, L1-9; page 1, par 13, L1-7; 
page 2, par 26, L1-11; Figs. 2 and 3; EN: the policy manager determines the policies 
(API) to communicate with the database (see paragraph 3 of the present application); 
assessing combinations of the identified at least one candidate table and the 
determined at least one candidate API and selecting therefrom a master table and a 
master API for the new knowledge base (Goyal: abstract, L1-9; page 1, par 13, L5-7; 
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page 2, par 28; page 3 par 40; pages 3-4 paragraphs 41-42; EN: determining the 
tablespace based on the policy rules is determining a master table and a master API); 
and generating the new knowledge base that is accessible by more than one application 
program within an integrated system (Goyal: page 1, par 13, L1-5; page 2, par 16, L1-5; 
EN: workload measures how many processes (programs) are accessing the knowledge 
base). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Kakefuda by determining at least one 
candidate application programming interface (API) for each candidate table; assessing 
combinations of the identified at least one candidate table and the determined at least 
one candidate API and selecting therefrom a master table and a master API for the new 
knowledge base; and generating the new knowledge base that is accessible by more 
than one application program within an integrated system as taught by Goyal for the 
purpose of identifying which portion of the Knowledge base contains the data necessary 
to store in the new Knowledge base and the protocols needed by the application 
programs to access that data in the new database. 
Claim 2 

Kakefuda teaches the received signal is generated by an application program 
within the integrated system (Kakefuda: C3, L45-57; Fig. 2; EN: in a computer system 
all operations (signals) are generated by programs). 
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Claim 3 

Kakefuda teaches the new knowledge base is generated in response to the 
received signal (Kakefuda: abstract, L1-13; C1 L58-61; C3, L45-57; Fig. 2; EN: 
synthesizing the knowledge base modules into one knowledge base is creating a new 
knowledge base). 
Claim 4 

Kakefuda teaches applying one or more heuristic rules to determine a score for 
each table and selecting candidate tables from among tables that score above a 
threshold score (Kakefuda: abstract, L13-21; C3 L34-44; C3, L61-68, C4, L1-31; C4, 
L68, C5, L1-6; Figs. 1, 4 and 5; EN: extracting the facts and production rules (heuristic 
rules) and determining a certainty factor (score)). 
Claim 5 

Kakefuda teaches adapting the heuristic rules based on experience to optimize 
performance of subsequently generated new knowledge bases (Kakefuda: C5, L10-54; 
Figs. 3-5; EN: tuning the certainty factors is adapting the rules). 
Claim 6 

Kakefuda does not teach assessing APIs and applying one or more heuristic 
rules to determine a score for each API and selecting candidate APIs from among APIs 
that score above a threshold score. 

Goyal teaches assessing APIs and applying one or more heuristic rules to 
determine a score for each API and selecting candidate APIs from among APIs that 
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score above a threshold score (Goyal: page 3, par 40; page 4, par 42; Fig. 2-5; EN: 
applying the rules to determine restrictions (see example on priorities). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Kakefuda by assessing APIs and 
applying one or more heuristic rules to determine a score for each API and selecting 
candidate APIs from among APIs that score above a threshold score as taught by Goyal 
for the purpose of selecting the API that best fits the data contents so that the data can 
be accessed. 
Claim 7 

Kakefuda teaches adapting the heuristic rules based on experience to optimize 
performance of subsequently generated new knowledge bases (Kakefuda: C5, L10-54; 
Figs. 3-5; EN: tuning the certainty factors is adapting the rules). 
Claim 8 

Kakefuda does not teach selecting at least one existing API to be one of the 
candidate APIs. 

Goyal teaches selecting at least one existing API to be one of the candidate APIs 
(Goyal: page 1, par 13, L1-7; page 2, par 26, L1-11; EN: determining the policies is 
selecting an existing policy (API) as a candidate API). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Kakefuda by incorporating selecting at 
least one existing API to be one of the candidate APIs as taught by Goyal for the 
purpose of having a protocol that is known to function with the data in the knowledge 
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base. 
Claim 9 

Kakefuda does not teach generating code to create one of the candidate APIs. 

Goyal teaches generating code to create one of the candidate APIs (Goyal: page 
2, par 25, L1-6; page 3, par 40; page 4, claim 1, L4-5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Kakefuda by incorporating generating 
code to create one of the candidate APIs as taught by Goyal for the purpose of 
obtaining code tailored to work on the data stored in the database so that programs can 
access the data. 
Claim 10 

Kakefuda teaches testing the new knowledge base to verify that the new 
knowledge base is accessible by more than one application program within the 
integrated system (Kakefuda: C1, L58-61; C5, L25-54; EN: verifying the knowledge 
base and tuning the certainty factors). 
Claim 11 

Kakefuda does not teach the method runs as a background process relative to 
the application program. 

Goyal teaches the method runs as a background process relative to the 
application program (Goyal: page 1, par 13, L12-15; EN: performing the process while 
the program (transaction) is still pending is running as a background process). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the arts at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the teachings of Kakefuda by incorporating running the 
method as a background process relative to the application program 
as taught by Goyal for the purpose of being able to create the knowledge base without 
interrupting the running application. 
Claim 12 

Kakefuda teaches generating the new knowledge base with a single click from 
within the application program (Kakefuda: C3, L45-57; FIG. 2; EN: a user must use 
some sort of input device to input data to the system and start the process). 
Claim 13 

Kakefuda teaches selecting an icon on a display to trigger the received signal 
(Kakefuda: C3, L45-57; Fig. 2; EN: the user interfaces with the system via a CRT 
device) 
Claim 14 

Kakefuda teaches the integrated system comprises an enterprise system 
(Kakefuda: abstract, L1-6; C2, L35-40; EN: a system that attains different 
objects is an enterprise system). 

Response to Applicant's arguments 
Claim rejection under 35 USC 101 

6. In light of the amendments made by the Applicant, the rejection under 35 USC 
101 has been withdrawn. 
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Claim rejections under 35 (JSC 103 

7. The Applicant's arguments regarding the rejection under 35 USC 103 have been 
fully considered but are not persuasive. 



In reference to Applicant's arguments: 

Applicants submit that independent: claims 1 and 15 define subject matter that is 
patentable over the cited references because neither the Kakefuda nor the Goyal 
references teach or suggest any of (1) determining an application programming 
interface (API), (2) assessing combinations of candidate tables and candidate APIs, or 
(3) selecting a master AP1 for a new knowledge base, all of which are required by 
Applicants' independent claims. In fact, nowhere does either cited reference mention or 
even contemplate APIs or application program interfaces. 



Examiner's response: 

All of the features identified by the applicant have been taught by relevant 
sections of Kakefuda and Goyal as set forth above. The Examiner has provided 
explanations as to how the references can be combined to obtain the above-identified 
features. 



In reference to Applicant's arguments: 

Neither of the cited references, when taken alone or together, teaches or 
suggests generating a new knowledge base in the manner recited in Applicants' claim 1 
or claim 15. For example, neither reference suggests or even contemplates (i) 
determining an API, (ii) assessing combinations of at least one candidate table and at 
least one candidate API, or (iii) selecting a master API, as required by both independent 
claims. In fact, neither reference makes a single mention of an API . As such, the Office 
Action does not set forth a prima facie case of as to each element recited in Applicants' 
independent claims. For the following reasons, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider and remove the obviousness rejections based on the cited 
references. 
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Examiner's response: 

All of the features identified by the applicant have been taught by relevant 
sections of Kakefuda and Goyal as set forth above. The Examiner has provided 
explanations as to how the references can be combined to obtain the above-identified 
features. 



In reference to Applicant's arguments: 

First, neither reference, when taken alone or in combination, teaches or suggests 
"determining at least one candidate application programming interface (API) for each 
candidate table," as required by Applicants 1 claims. 

The Office Action contends that the policies in the policy manager to 
communicate with the database, as disclosed in the Goyal reference, are the same as 
Applicants' recited "determining at least one candidate application programming 
interface (API) for each candidate table." (Office Action at pgs. 3-4.) In addition, the 
Office Action equates the API in Applicants' claims with the policies in the policy 
manager as described in the Goyal reference. 

Applicants disagree with both of these contentions. As to the latter contention, 
the policy described in the Goyal reference is not similar to an API. As pointed out 
above, an API supplies an application program with metadata (e. g., format, data type, 
etc.) needed to reach the contents of the knowledge base. In contrast, the policies in the 
policy manager of the Goyal reference result in creation of a certain size allocation in a 
tablespace. Determining a site allocation of tablespace does not teach, suggest, or even 
contemplate an API that provides metadata to enable application programs to access 
data in a knowledge base. As such, the latter contention fails. 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that the former contention also fails because the 
policies in the policy manager to communicate with the database do not teach or 
suggest "determining at least one candidate application programming interface (API) for 
each candidate table," as required by Applicants' claims. An API and a size allocation 
policy are quite different. Without a proper API, for example, a policy to vary the size of 
an allocation table as taught by the Goyal reference would not enable an application 
program to read or write data in a new knowledge base generated in accordance with 
Applicants' claims. Moreover, the Office Action does not point to any teaching or 
suggestion in any prior art reference for performing the recited determining step for 
each candidate table. 
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Examiner's response: 

The claims and only the claims form the metes and bounds of the invention. The 
Examiner has full latitude to interpret each claim in the broadest reasonable sense 
Limitations appearing in the specification but not recited in the claim are not read into 
the claim. There is no mention of these limitations in the claims and the specification is 
not the measure of the invention. Therefore, limitations contained therein can not be 
read into the claims for the purpose of avoiding the prior art; see In re Sprock , 55 CCPA 
743, 386 F.2d 924, 155 USPQ 687 (1968). 

In the broadest reasonable sense, an API is set of software calls and routines 
that can be referenced by an application program in order to access supporting system 
or network services. The policy of the Goyal reference is a code that establishes 
communication between the policy managed storage system and the database (Goyal: 
page 1, par 13, L1-5; page 2, paragraph 26; Fig. 2), thus providing the API claimed by 
Applicant. 

Regarding the limitation "performing the recited determining step for each 
candidate table", the tablespaces of the Goyal reference are considered to be candidate 
tables, which are managed by the policies. Moreover, in page 2, paragraph 28, the 
Goyal reference recites: "The database creates a policy managed tablespace. The 
storage policy manager is contacted for the storage allocation for the tablespace based 
on the policy name. The storage policy manager allocates storage based on the policy 
and the database uses the allocated storage for the tablespace". Therefore a policy 
(API) is determined for each tablespace (candidate table). 
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Second, neither reference, when taken alone or in combination, teaches or 
suggests "assessing combinations of the identified at least one candidate table and the 
determined at least one candidate API," as required by Applicants' claims. 

The Office Action does not set forth any disclosure in the cited references that 
teaches or suggests several elements of this element of Applicants' claims. For 
example, as described above, the Goyal reference does not teach or suggest 
"determining at least one candidate API;" therefore, the Goyal reference does not teach 
or suggest "assessing combinations of... the determined at least one candidate API" as 
recited in Applicants' claims. 

In addition, the Office Action does not point to any teaching or suggestion in the 
Goyal reference of "identifying at least one candidate table;" therefore, the Goyal 
reference does not teach or suggest "assessing combinations of ... the identified at least 
one candidate table" as recited in Applicants' claims. 

Moreover, the Office Action does not point to any teaching or suggestion of 
"assessing combinations" as recited in Applicants' claims. The Office Action is silent as 
to how the Goyal reference discloses generating or assessing combinations, or what is 
being combined and assessed. 



Examiner's response: 

The claims and only the claims form the metes and bounds of the invention. The 
Examiner has full latitude to interpret each claim in the broadest reasonable sense. As 
set forth above, the Goyal reference does teach identifying an API and a candidate 
table. Tablespcaces are contacted by policy name, therefore a combination of 
tablespace (candidate table) and policy (API) is being assessed. 



In reference to Applicant's arguments: 

Third, neither reference, when taken alone or in combination, teaches or 
suggests "selecting therefrom a master table and a master API for the new knowledge 
base," as required by Applicants' claims. 

As to this element of Applicants' claims, the Office Action contends that 
"determining tablespace based on policy rules," as disclosed in the Goyal reference, is 
the same as "determining a master table and a master API" (Office Action at pg. 4.) 
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Applicants disagree. As described above, tablespace or policy rules as described 
by the Goyal reference do not teach or suggest an API. Neither do tablespace or policy 
rules as described by the Goyal reference teach or suggest a master table. Applicants 1 
claims require a master table selected from at least one candidate table that is 
associated with data that may be relevant to the defined content to be included in the 
new knowledge base." The Goyal reference does not, and the Office Action has not 
contended that it does, teach or suggest the master table required in Applicants' claims. 

Examiner's response: 

The claims and only the claims form the metes and bounds of the invention. The 
Examiner has full latitude to interpret each claim in the broadest reasonable sense 
Limitations appearing in the specification but not recited in the claim are not read into 
the claim. There is no mention of these limitations in the claims and the specification is 
not the measure of the invention. Therefore, limitations contained therein can not be 
read into the claims for the purpose of avoiding the prior art; see In re Sprock , 55 CCPA 
743, 386 F.2d 924, 155 USPQ 687 (1968). 

When given the broadest reasonable interpretation, selecting a master table and 
a master API for the new knowledge base can be considered the same as determining 
a tablespace based on the policy rule or more specifically on the policy name as stated 
in page 2, paragraph 28 of the Goyal reference. There is nothing in the claim that 
specifies how the master table or the master API is selected. The arguments 
"...associated with data that may be relevant to the defined content to be included in the 
new knowledge base" are moot since there is no mention of these limitations in the 
claim. 
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Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

9. Claims 1-15 are rejected. 

Correspondence Information 

10. Any inquires concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Omar F. Fernandez Rivas, who may be reached 
Monday through Friday, between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. EST. or via telephone at 
(571) 272-2589 or email omar.fernandez rivas@uspto.gov. 

If you need to send an Official facsimile transmission, please send it to (571) 
273-8300. 

If attempts to reach the examiner are unsuccessful the Examiner's Supervisor, 
David Vincent, may be reached at (571) 272-3080. 
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Hand-delivered responses should be delivered to the Receptionist @ (Customer 
Service Window Randolph Building 401 Dulany Street Alexandria, VA 2231 3), located 
on the first floor of the south side of the Randolph Building. 



Omar F. Fernandez Rivas 
Patent Examiner 
Artificial Intelligence Art Unit 2129 
United States Department of Commerce 
Patent & Trademark Office 



Thursday, October 12, 2006 



